The article describes the evaluation model for cultural heritage in spatial planning, created in the shifting perspective from a static-contemplative to a dynamic-planning understanding of the heritage. The shift is manifested in the creation of the model which allows analysis, diagnosis, definition of strategies for spatial heritage (registered and under the consideration for protection) and its evaluation and monitoring (besides the basic evaluation of the heritage characteristics). It also allows for creation and evaluation of development and management scenarios through identification and comparison of different strategic options. The article illustrates the methodology and construction of the model based on multi-criteria and heritage evaluation models and an application on a case study on the archaeological and hydro-archaeological Roman and Palaeo-christian site Fulfinum-Mirine in Croatia.
Introduction
Interest in the topic of heritage evaluation in the perspective of sustainable development stems from the desire to preserve heritage sites of unique value in an optimal way. This seems particularly important in the light of observation of real cases on architectural and spatial scales where missing or incorrect management decisions and external pressures led to sub-par management of heritage sites with unique value. Often these decisions are preceded by a rigid categorisation of certain existing elements as monuments to be retained while the rest are left to be transformed usually without transparency or public accountability. Prescription of retention of formal qualities is joined with arbitrary change of function and the creation of external pressures in close proximity to the cultural heritage. This still prevalent approach (strict bounding of certain elements in formal qualities but without planning perspective) is usually related to a lack of understanding of how heritage is created (Avrami et al., 2000; Harvey, 2001; Lichfield, 1988) , its multidimensionality (Greffe, 2005; Mason, 1998) of the decision-aid tools and of the public participation processes (Coote and Lenaghan, 1997; de Eccher et al., 2005; Fusco Girard and Nijkamp, 1997; Landry, 2000; Mela et al., 2000) .
Based on the concept of 'social construction of reality' (Berger and Luckmann, 1966 ) from the social sciences, in recent times there has been a shift from a consideration of heritage as a fixed list to a socially open process. Therefore the creation of the heritage is seen as a social process based in the present and regarding the future where the heritage is revaluated by each generation and the conservation process can be seen as production of future heritage (Lichfield, 1988) .
The interventions on heritage do not have a simply conservative value (static or contemplative) but rather must address the deeper complexity that relates spatial, cultural and social characteristics of the heritage element and its surroundings (the dynamic-planning perspective).
For this reason there is a need for a model not just for the evaluation of the present characteristics of the heritage (evaluating the 'benefits of the good') but that can be a multifunctional and versatile planning tool. This model that in combining the desired characteristics of different existing models should allow for analysis, diagnostics, creation and evaluation of alternatives [in the value-focused perspective where the evaluations permit the identification of decision opportunities instead of searching for solutions to decision problems; (Keeney, 1992) ] and the monitoring of the temporal characteristics of heritage. This model can therefore be used in different phases of the spatial planning and management process in areas with the widespread heritage either alone or in combination with other methods. Upon the analysis of different existing models and their characteristics this paper proposes a specific model which can be of particular help for policymakers in analysis, policy setting and evaluation of transformation processes in heritage contexts.
The coastal counties of Croatia are rich with important heritage elements from prehistoric to the most recent times. This heritage is characterised by the existence of elements of various categories, cultures and ages, often situated in areas of great geographical, geological and biological interest. The application case is one of the examples of the heritage elements of international importance in Croatian coastal areas that present a long and rich history and suffer the pressure of coastal and industrial activities.
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Results and discussion
The paper illustrates the research aimed at defining a decision-aid tool for planning and management of heritage in sustainable development perspective -taking in consideration different dimensions of sustainability (economical, ecological and socio-cultural) .
The decision-aid tool was formed based on the analysis of evaluation tools (especially multi-criteria evaluations) and characteristics of spatial heritage. The developed evaluation model was applied to several application cases including the Roman and Palaeo-christian site of Fulfinum-Mirine in Croatia.
The model was developed in the value-focused perspective (Keeney, 1992) to allow the determination of the extant, distance from the ideal point and the definition of the path for approaching it. To allow the transparency and simplicity of communication the matrix model based on criteria, indicators and weights was chosen as a theoretical evaluation-base.
The model is aimed for non-geographically limited functioning, therefore intended to be able to cover the most different situations and groups the heritage in categories of similar elements (e.g., buildings and architectural complexes, urban sites). The categories are defined from analysis of various international documents and national legislations (mostly European). In other geographical contexts, it could be necessary to verify the adequacy of category division and to adjust the model consequently.
Assigning correspondent numerical values, the model handles real data often from different sources, of different types, of uncertain quality or difficult to quantify. The model is created to be usable, rational, logical and coherent. It is created as flexible, modular and able to integrate with different techniques of thematic analysis. On the other hand it needs an expert coordinator and consultancy of experts in defining the characteristics, especially in contexts not previously well researched. The aim was to create a generally usable model but applications in different areas could show the possible need for modification of some categories or indicators. In the same way, the weights may vary with social contexts and would be best defined by participation of experts in different fields.
Still, insofar as it is based on the theoretical notions about the cultural heritage and sustainable development -both fields that are the bases for the sustainable management and planning of the cultural heritage (as described in Section 3.2.) -the model gives a clear view of the characteristics of the heritage and indications on the valorisation strategies. Therefore the model could be usable by public administrations, large investors, institutions, government and non-government agencies, scholars and for communication with the general public.
Model for the definition of management strategies for territorial heritage
Main characteristics of the evaluation model
The proposed model is a decision-aid evaluation model for spatial heritage management, based on the concepts of cultural heritage and land use management. The model takes into account different dimensions of sustainability (ecologic, economic and social) needed for territorial development, multiple characteristics of heritage, spatial and social relations, new modes of institutional organisation, participation and diversified funding sources. The model is oriented towards: • identifying management opportunities in order to choose which among multiple assets to valorise even in different categories (from individual sites to extensive heritage areas)
• identifying strategic actions for the chosen heritage asset
• search for the best placement of thematic actions and allocation of resources.
The proposed model is based on multi-criteria and multi-objective analysis (Archibugi, 1999; Busca and Campeol, 2002; Cecchini and Plaisant, 2005; Fusco Girard and Nijkamp, 1997; Fusco Girard, 2011; Leopold et al., 1971; Nijkamp, 1991; Nijkamp and Medda, 2003; Zeleny, 1982;  and others) capable of addressing different categories of heritage. These types of evaluations allow for transparent disaggregation of the analysed elements, their clear representation and reasoned discussion among experts and public.
The model follows the principles of logic, rationality and consistency and can be integrated with other methods. It works with available data and adapts to the context, being flexible, modular, economical and easy to use (Cecchini and Plaisant, 2005) . It can be integrated with contemporary computer technologies, including consultation and use of the network (for management, consultation and use of data by interested parties) where one can partially automate the management audits for use by non-experts.
Methodology of the definition and the structure of the evaluation model
The proposed evaluation model is of integrated type -created to manage hard and soft, quantitative and qualitative data (Fusco Girard and Nijkamp, 1997) . The model is constructed to deal with different aspects of heritage and its status (cultural, social, economic, spatial, organisational) based on combining characteristics of different analytic and evaluation methods.
The developed model combines the aspects of different models -the matrix approach of Leopold (transparency, simplicity of use and communication) the creation of indications of the 'pyramid of the policies' 1 (Campeol, 2003; Pypaert and Carollo, 2001 ) (definition of the strategies based on the evaluation of the extant), the evaluation of heritage of the Kalman method (Kalman, 1979; Lichfield, 1988) or landscape evaluations 2 (evaluation of the heritage), integration of different techniques of analyses and articulation of environmental impact assessment (EIA) 3 and strategic environmental assessment (SEA) 4 (the broader planning aspect). In the creation of the model, the difficulties inherent in creating a single, rigid method that can fit every case were noted. By combining the characteristics of many methods into a flexible, adaptable system that can be 'tweaked in the field' according to unique individual case necessities, this model is particularly suitable as a planning and decision-aid tool for policymakers in complex heritage contexts.
The construction of the evaluation model is based on theoretical notions about cultural heritage (Ashworth and Howard, 1999; Avrami et al., 2000; Griswold, 1994; Schuster et al., 1997; Throsby, 2001 ; and others) sustainable development (Bobbio and Zappetella, 1999; Costanza, 1991; Fusco Girard and Nijkamp, 2004; Pickard, 2001; Polèse and Stren, 2000; and others) and the stratification of spatial relations (Campeol and Pizzinato, 2007; Carta, 2002; Magnaghi, 2001; Mela et al., 2000; Vaz and Nijkamp, 2009; Voogd, 1999; and others) . These concepts include such topics as: dimensions of sustainable development, theoretical considerations on the cultural aspects, management and economics of heritage (culture, society, economy, participation, evaluation) (Coccossis and Nijkamp, 1995; Mazzanti, 2003; Mossetto and Vecco, 2001; Navrud and Ready, 2002) , stratification of elements and relations, methods of technical spatial and historical analysis (Carta, 2002; Magnaghi, 2001 ) position of international organisations on cultural heritage declared in international documents and analysis of existent evaluation methods for heritage and planning 5 . The main elements of the matrices are indicators and weights for evaluation of heritage which are structured based on the analysed concepts from different disciplinary fields and sustainability dimensions. This analysis resulted in a very elaborate list of different indicators for the evaluation of the quality of assessed elements and the sustainability of the transformation processes. Table 1 shows an abstract of the evaluation indicators list which included analysis from different fields. An abstract of the relation analysis of the indicators, their dimensions and the social sectors impacted by the transformation of the analysed characteristics is given in Table 2 . The weights are formed after a rational analysis of the social sectors, their goals and the relation of the goals to the characteristics of the analysed elements. This part of the model could be further refined by collaboration of experts in different fields and through participation procedures. Indicators and criteria are used to evaluate the heritage but also to define the guidelines for intervention on the heritage. The guidelines describe the possible physical interventions and the actions needed to manage the good in the view of sustainable development.
The matrices of criteria, indicators and indications are used to make the assessment that defines the state of the heritage and the actions to be carried out for the asset. The optional part is the comparison of different scenarios defined according to the guidelines, to facilitate the choice between different options for one or more assets.
The multi-criteria evaluation model is structured in the following modules:
1 evaluation of heritage assets 2 definition of the strategies 3 choice of optimal actions to be performed.
The module of evaluation of heritage is used to evaluate the asset based on multi-criteria matrices. The module of the definition of the strategies defines the complex of urgent, maintenance or objective-oriented actions (including comprehensive strategic actions) for the evaluated asset. The module of the choice of actions to be performed allows for comparison between scenarios resulting from the indicated actions for one or more assets. For these reasons multi-criterial matrices are organised for the following categories of heritage assets: Buildings and architectural complexes, Urban sites, rural sites, archaeological and hydro-archaeological monuments and sites, ethnological monuments and sites, memorial sites and cultural landscape. The matrices are organised in the following multi-criteria evaluation themes: physical-geographical characteristics of the context, cultural and historical characteristics, intrinsic characteristics of the good, state of conservation, fruition characteristics, finance and management aspects, social characteristics, and threats and pressures (an illustration is given for the applied case in Tables 5 and 6 ). The methodology of the construction of the evaluation model (with its main phases) and its articulation in usage modules are illustrated in Figure 1 . 
The evaluation of the heritage
The matrix approach was used as a means to diminish the subjectivity of the evaluation and enhance the transparency necessary for the rational discussion of the method and the results. The criteria and weights are based on transparent analysis and categories, in order to be evident and verifiable and therefore allow rational discussion and possible modifications. Each theme in the evaluation matrix is organised by indicators, sub-indicators and criteria (description of the categories) with corresponding scores. To limit the subjectivity of the evaluation of the characteristic, the indicators and the criteria that describe them are defined according to the analysis of theoretical concepts regarding cultural heritage, the landscape and contemporary dimensions of sustainable development ( Table 1 ). The score for each sub-indicator is assigned based on the results of the necessary analytical techniques from various disciplines. The result of the analysis performed is confronted with the proposed criteria and the asset is valued with the score (e.g., Kalman method) corresponding to that criteria (the abstract presented, Tables 5 and 6 show only the assigned criteria).
A similar procedure is used to define the weights. The weights are based on the analysis of the impact of the criteria within the evaluative theme, taking into account the characteristics of heritage categories and the impacts on different sectors (environmental, social). In the case of the use of the model by institutions and organisations, the weights could also be determined by expert groups (comprised of experts in various fields). As expert opinions may vary, the transparency of the process of defining weights is important as is also the use of one of the possible techniques that allows to reach the group consensus.
Multiplying the score by the weight of criterion gives the true score for that particular criterion.
The score for most of the criteria can be either positive or negative, according to the definition given in the matrix. The score for the period of construction is always positive, raising the score according to the rarity of the objects (usually the oldest have higher rarity). Information and representation are always positive scores because even if they represent negative concepts they are still important to the construction of knowledge. Threats and pressures are by their very nature always negative. If the heritage does not have the characteristics listed by the criterion, the null value is used.
The evaluation matrices also present the score in red letters 8 which is assigned in cases of elements of dubious quality to aid decision making for territorial changesincluding the possible 'demolition option'.
To each indicator corresponds a group of indications on possible actions, defined closely for assigned sub-criteria and scores. These indications are based on the category of goods, theme, criteria, indicators and assigned score. The proposed actions cover the directions on the physical conservation, managerial aspects (monitoring, research and dissemination of information, marketing, protection of rights), valorisation e.g., using models, building in the proximity, environmental restoration or even demolition if assets are not registered (or listed) and negatively evaluated.
The thematic unit ends with the sum of positive and negative scores indicating the qualities and the degradations of the site. The final line shows the sum of positive and negative scores for the heritage property weighed in total.
For example, in the view of value-focused thinking (Keeney, 1992) and the search for the ideal point, the matrix can show the maximum score case for each category, significant in verifying the state of the heritage and its distance from an ideal point. Table 3 shows this ideal state for each possible category of heritage elements which is the orienting measure against which the present state of the heritage element is evaluated and the diagnosis of the extant is derived. The result shows that:
• The physical-geographical characteristics are most important (possible maximum results) in the category of cultural landscape, less so for the archeological sites and memorials. This can be explained by the importance of context for areas of high natural value such as landscape and ethnological sites and relative independence from the context of archaeological and memorial sites.
• The historical and cultural features are the most important category of archaeological, urban and rural sites on the grounds of historical stratification of cultural presence.
• The landscape features and intrinsic characteristics of the good are more significant in the case of the cultural landscape because of the stratification of different landscape, urban, architectural and artistic features.
• State of conservation is the most significant in the case of cultural landscape because it influences multiple characteristics of the good.
• The fruition characteristics are significant in the cases of urban sites and cultural landscape while other categories are less tied to the possibility of leisure, especially ethnological and memorial sites.
• Finance and management are strongly present in the categories of cultural landscape and urban sites because of the extent and multiplicity of possible functions.
• Social characteristics are important in the cultural landscape and rural sites where the elements of the landscape features have strong symbolism and identity.
• Threats and pressures are more important in an environment characterised by a strong presence of natural elements or that are intrinsically fragile such as archaeological sites.
The module of the definition of the strategies
The module of the definition of the strategies defines the strategic scenarios based on positive and negative scores attributed to the property and the corresponding actions described in the multi-criterial matrices (the procedure is illustrated in Figure 2 ).
The evaluation model allows the definitions of the scenarios based on:
• free choice of the objective (or a set of objectives) including overall strategies.
The scenarios are created identifying the actions necessary for the predetermined target such as: emergency intervention, maintenance or the free choice objective (e.g., the improvement of fruition). These options are based on direct comparison of the assets scores and the indications given in the multi-criteria matrices for that type of good and its score.
The definition of emergency measures analyses the themes of physical degradation and pressures and creates indications for action as indicated in the multi-criterial matrices. In the same way, indications for the simple maintenance of the asset that consider only the physical deterioration of the heritage asset are created, after verification of the absence of risk. Indications based on the management objective for the object are made by analysing those management themes and sub-themes that relate to the chosen target, such as the use of the asset. This policy setting is also done after verification of the absence of risk.
A more comprehensive definition of strategies comes with the option of defining the overall strategy through the use of the 'triangle of strategies' developed on the basis of Campeol's pyramid model (Pypaert and Carollo, 2001; Campeol, 2003) . This part of the model allows a placement of the evaluated good in the chart -the triangle of strategic actions -based on the positive and negative scores. After the definition of the field in which the heritage is located, the detailed strategies are defined. It is made possible by the creation of the tables built according to the instructions contained in the evaluation matrices. These tables are formed separately for each category of heritage. For example, an archaeological site requires different types of interventions for management and uses than does an architectural site or a cultural landscape. 
Choice of actions between the different options
The model allows the choice between different scenarios such as identification of strategic actions for one good, the choice of management opportunities across multiple assets (including different categories from individual monuments to vast sites) and the search for the best placement of thematic actions.
The model is carried out in sequent phases:
1 evaluation of the good/s implementing the evaluation matrices 2 construction of strategic scenarios (for selected heritage good/s) 3 evaluation of the scenarios 4 comparison and choice of scenarios (for example reapplying the evaluation matrices) in view of the definition of 'heritage value for money' (Lichfield, 1988) or other preferred prioritisation method 9 .
The various scenarios can be evaluated using the evaluation matrix to see how much the score of the indicators would be modified by actions and thus determine the resulting improvement. The choice between different scenarios can be formed by a single comparison of the value (or improvement) or by the net worth of improvements, i.e., taking into account both the values and the costs of strategic actions. In this way it can be discerned which choices are plausible under the given budget so that improvements are optimal.
User interface proposal and integration with information technology
Since the evaluation model should be usable by the government but also by prospective investors, non-government agencies and other users, the consultation should be public, possibly online. This provides the opportunity for the creation of a website composed of two main parts (illustrated in Figure 3 ), maintenance and updating managed by specialised personnel and the consultation and feedback part for the public (including integration with mobile smartphone applications to generate interactive updates from the field). The specialist part, the core would be the creation of a database that would allow for consultation and integration with information technology such as GIS and WebGIS, geo-statistical analysis, materials management, compilation of evaluations of the present state, monitoring of trends of improvement/degradation and other options. This perspective gives the opportunity to link the database of the proposed evaluation model with the catalogue database as the one in development by the Ministry of Culture 
Archaeological and hydro-archaeological site Fulfinum-Mirine
The archaeological and hydro-archaeological site of Fulfinum-Mirine is situated in the Omišalj municipality on the Island of Krk (Croatia) inside of a larger archaeological site. The site is enclosed on two sides by the industrial area which contains oil refineries. The city of Municipium Flavium Fulfinum was known in ancient times, as mentioned by Pliny the Elder and Ptolemy [Department for the Protection of Cultural Heritage, (1977), pp. [8] [9] but the knowledge of its position was lost after its abandonment (it was not inhabited during the medieval period). The city was rediscovered and identified in 1974.
Fulfinum was a Roman city built in the 1st century A.D. as a military centre and settlement of military veterans. The Roman city was 600 × 300 m in size and was the political, administrative, cultural and economic centre of the northwest part of the island of Krk. The port of Fulfinum was functional until the 4th century AD (Durman, 2006) . The city scheme was regular and held the forum, the temple, the baths, the market, the port and residential villas. Part of the city is today below sea level. After this period the Roman town met its decline, passing from the function of late ancient fortification to church property.
With the fall of the Roman Empire the city was abandoned while the Palaeo-christian complex (Figure 4) was developed with the 5th century creation of the Palaeo-christian complex in the northwest part of Fulfinum, in the Mirine area characterised by the basilica called Mira (Mirine) [Durman, (2006), pp.192-193) ].
The complex develops on the Roman insula in 35 × 25 m. Today there are well preserved outer walls of the church and the plan is also recognisable. The plan is a rare example of cross plan in the Eastern Adriatic. To the southwest lie the ruins of the monastery complex, while the cemetery was located to the east.
The basilica of Mirine had the narthex, the tower (bell-tower), the portico and pastofori, elements that connect it to the Middle East and Syrian architecture of worship. In this way, the Basilica of Mirine conforms to the typology of the churches in the eastern Adriatic [Turato et al., (2003), p.211] . Among these however, the basilica at Mirine was the only example of a basilica dedicated to a martyr having a Latin cross plan with a nave but without the apse [Šonje, (1990), p.27] . The church tower is considered one of the oldest in the Adriatic because those at Ravenna are dated from the 8th to the 10th century. The positioning of the vertical elements at an angle between them is characteristic of the aesthetic ideal in 3rd century AD and widespread in the Christian period (Šonje, 1990) .
The site of the church 'Mira', built in the 5th-6th century was part of the Benedictine monastery complex. It is characteristic that the liturgy was never held in Latin [Šonje, (1990), pp.77-78] . In the 16th century, the complex falls to ruins and is definitively abandoned in the 17th century [Turato et al., (2003), p.211] .
During the medieval period the stones of Fulfinum were reused for new buildings, both nearby and in the Venetian territories (planning documentation 12 ). The amount of material exported during this period indicates the organised demolition and removal for construction use (Department for the Protection of Cultural Heritage, 1977).
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The history of the area sees a succession of different peoples and governments, those of Japodi and Liburni (since 400 B.C.), the Roman Empire in the period between the 1st and 4th century A.D., Visigoths, Ostrogoths, Bisanzium, Venetian and HungarianCroatian governments, returning under the Venetian government in 1480. From 1797 Austrian and French governments follow and from 1813 the island becomes part of the Habsburg Empire. From 1918 to 1921 it falls under Italian rule.
The whole area in the proximity is rich in archaeological traces of ancient presence, such as the construction material, the Roman roads, the Byzantine and medieval sites, archaeological and ethnological sites, traces of a prehistoric castle and settlement and many others 13 . The greatest pressures on land quality are due to the presence of the petrochemical industry terminal and the anthropogenic hydro-geological issues. From the EIA for the construction of liquefied natural gas terminal (Ekoenerg d.o.o., 2009) it can be seen that the terminal would be partly built in the archaeological area and within the protected landscape while it would be visible from almost entire archaeological area and also from some parts of the coastal zone of the Gulf of Rijeka [Ekoenerg d.o.o., (2009), pp.503-518] .
The coastal part of Croatia is very important for the tourism sector that seeks to incorporate the natural and cultural heritage in its offerings. It is therefore necessary to define and plan a type of use and valorisation of the existing resources that could be valuable for different economic and social sectors while also conserving the resource and enhancing the understanding of its specific and broad meaning in human history and development. As stated, the proposed multi-criterial evaluation model helps to identify the opportunities and creation of scenarios for the asset by analysing different thematic units related to intrinsic and social characteristics of the heritage element and its context. The thematic analyses are systematised in the analytical sheets 13 and analysed themes are evaluated using the evaluation matrix for the archaeological and hydro-archaeological monuments and sites 14 . The SWOT analysis of the examined site is given in Table 4 . It can be seen that the strengths are related to the characteristics of the context, presence of cultural heritage and interest groups. Table 4 The SWOT analysis of the site
Strengths Weaknesses
• International importance of the site
• Good state of conservation of some environmental elements and the general implant
• Natural environment
• Presence of the sea
• Cultural heritage of the city and landscape
• Interest and effort of the population and specific groups
• Proximity to important tourism areas
• Inability of international institutions in raising money needed to boost development
• Inability of institutions to create shared vision of development with the public
• Lack of current management
• Encumbering presence of industries
• Underdevelopment of the knowledge infrastructure
• Underdevelopment of the social networks Table 4 The SWOT analysis of the site (continued)
Opportunities Threats 
Evaluation of the site -an abstract from the evaluation model
The heritage site is evaluated using the evaluation matrices for archaeological and hydro-archaeological sites. The matrices are defined based on previously described methodology ( Figure 1 ) and using the indicators and weights for evaluation of heritage, structured based on the analysed concepts from different disciplinary fields and sustainability dimensions (Tables 1 and 2 ). As stated, the matrices consist of eight evaluation themes (physical-geographic characteristics of the context, cultural and historical characteristics and so on), indicators and sub-indicators for every theme, criteria for every sub-indicator, a score in range -3 to +3, indications for intervention, weight and the weighted score. An abstract the evaluation matrix for the site Fulfinum-Mirine is given in Tables 5. 
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The applied evaluation matrices give the results of the positive and negative scores (qualities and degradations). The weighted scores for the site for every evaluation theme and the total score are given in Table 6 . From the above score we see that the strong points of the archaeological site Fulfinum-Mirine are the historical and cultural characteristics and the intrinsic characteristics -construction, organisation and technological characteristics of the site. The critical points are: the physical-geographic characteristics of the context (in particular the degradation of the context), the state of conservation (mostly due to the systematic dismantling of the city of Fulfinum and degradation of biological components), the fruition characteristics (due to lack of fruition services), the finance and management aspects (lack of organised management of the site and the consequent inability to manage the collection of funds), the social characteristics that are not used to full potential and the threats and the pressures (which are particularly important, mainly due to the presence of the petrochemical industrial areas around the site, that will likely be amplified by the expansion of activities and construction of a liquefied natural gas terminal).
If compared with the SWOT analysis (Table 4 ), the matrix model evaluates with more detail the analysed extant while maintaining the overall vision of the characteristics of the site.
Evaluation of scenarios -the choice of investment
The model can be used now to compare some different scenarios, for example:
• Scenario 1 -comprehensive strategies.
• Scenario 2 -set of specific goals: conservation, fruition, finance and management aspects, decreasing the threats and pressures.
The creation of Scenario 1 is made by implementing an optional part of the model -'the triangle of comprehensive strategies' -previously briefly described. On the bases of heritage type and the evaluation scores, the evaluated site corresponds to the field 3 'average quality, average decay'. This field define a wider group of actions to apply to the heritage site which are grouped as physical and management interventions on and off the site. An abstract of the indicated strategies is given in Table 7 . It can be seen that the highest priority actions are those of preservation and the valorisation of the heritage elements, definition of the management strategies and institution framework and minimising the pressures from the environment. These strategies are in line with the SWOT analysis (Table 4) but are elaborated and defined in urgency and scope. The Scenario 2 (set of goals: conservation, fruition, finance and management aspects, decreasing the threats and pressures) is created considering the indications given in the evaluation matrices.
In both cases, the scenarios are evaluated by reapplying the evaluation matrix. The results of the evaluation for the extant and the two scenarios of intervention can be seen in Table 8 . At this point the results can be integrated also with some other prioritisation methods. The next step is the verification of the score and performance of the two scenarios. This phase consists of the comparison of the scores and costs of the actions. The costs are estimated on the bases of the data given by the Ministry of Culture and the current prices (encountered in the practice) which can fluctuate in time and based on regional practices. The synthesis of the evaluation of the costs is given in Table 9 . Construction of presentation areas 1,500,000 1,500,000
Construction of the system for fruition and information 400.000 400,000
Enhancement activities and presentation, construction of networks (five years) 300,000 300,000
Adjustment of margins and visual barriers, environmental improvement in situ 300,000 300,000
Public infrastructure 300,000 300,000
Incentives to research and information distribution (five years) 100,000
Incentives for activities in harmony with the good in its context 100,000 3,750,000 2,800,000
To allow the comparison regarding different objectives (of which an abstract is given in Table 10 ), the characteristics of the goods and the scores are articulated in significant
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indicators: urgency, cost, cost per unit, performance, cost per unit/score, intrinsic characteristics and conservation, cost for performance in intrinsic characteristics and conservation, finance and management performance, cost for finance and management performance.
Table 10
The comparison of scenarios of the comprehensive strategies and of the specific actions for the archaeological site Fulfinum-Mirine In the third phase the alternatives (scenarios) are put in order on the basis of the performance (Tables 10 and 11 ). According to the comparison we derive that intervention based on specific actions results as the best location for all criteria except for:
a the difference in total scores (+126 compared to +163) b cost per unit compared to the difference in scores of intrinsic characteristics c state of conservation (improvement of +24 instead of +33 points out of 120).
This option requires no new excavations to be made in the near, short or medium term and the actions focus on improving the status and management of the heritage asset.
The application of the proposed evaluation model in this case found that even when operating with limited possibility of management and interventions -due to the planned extension of industrial site and the construction of liquefied natural gas terminal, limited budget and the intrinsic characteristics of archaeological and underwater sites (as not suitable for new functions) -when well chosen, the valorisation activities (physical and managerial) can bring substantial improvement in all development categories and to different social sectors while protecting and improving the state and the understanding of the heritage.
Concluding remarks
The use and valorisation of heritage elements can be seen as an opportunity to implement processes that improve the sustainability of transformations, limit the impact on ecological and human social systems and improve economic condition by creating new opportunities for re-launching the activities related to the territory either traditional or innovative.
Integration of conservation with planning forms the basis of sustainable interventions of heritage conservation by connecting social, environmental and economic sustainability. In the areas with a strong presence of cultural goods, the space can be considered as a place of cultural, environmental, institutional and social stratification [Carta, (2002), p. 34] .
The planning of such complex systems necessitates tools that allow analysis, diagnosis, representation, creation and evaluation of possible scenarios. These tools must be suitable to deal with complexity, fragmentation, stratification, mutual relations between tangible and intangible elements, uncertainty of maintaining the historical values and their replacement, the multiplicity and multidimensionality of indicators and conflict between conservation and innovation.
The evaluation model indicates the actions necessary for the conservation and management of the good, but not their temporal and spatial articulation. Therefore the model should be integrated with other management tools such as land use and design plans and management and financial plans.
The best functioning of the model would come in the long term, integrated with data bases of administrative structures. This is particularly true for the use of an analytical model, for the creation of strategies to be integrated into development plans and for long-term monitoring of the state of assets. The usefulness for the public would be in providing the possibility of using existing data and allowing verification of the different scenarios, for example online. These features of the model depend largely on the willingness and readiness of administration to pursue such integration and to create the interface for public use.
